adequate  in entry No.   4.     Respondent's  witnesses  insisted,  however,   that  at
and  before the  time  of   inspection,   its miners were  carrying out   an
ambitious  program of   additional   shoring,   which was   sufficient   to  support
the  roof,

Jack W.   Snow,   the mine   superintendent,   testified  that he recognized
that   "we had undue  pressures,   both  roof  and   floor"   (Tr.   74).     In a general
way,   he also  agreed with   the   inspector  that   the 7 Panel East  Section
(entries 4,  5,   and  6)  had  experienced  a number of unplanned  roof  falls
prior  to  the  inspection   (Tr.   36,   114).     He  insisted,  however,   that  the
addition of supplemental  wooden  props,   spot beams,   and matting had kept  the
roof  safe.    At  one  point  he   put   it   this  way:   "At  the  time I  felt  that  the
area was   sufficiently  supported   and  probably to  the best  of our ability for
the  conditions   that  we had"   (Tr,   77).     Snow also  showed  that  280 props had
been  set   in the No.   4 entry between July 17 and  September  11,   1980.
Addition of too much   support,   he  testified,   could be  counter-productive
because  the  floor  tended   to heave  upwards.     This  phenomenon causes  upright
supports,   (timbers   in  this   instance)   to  push  upwards  against  the  roof or
cross beams,   resulting  in distortion or breakage  and an actual weakening of
the roof.

Ike Gonzales,   an  inspector   from CF&l's   safety department  and Edward
Griego,   assistant   foreman   for 7  Panel East,   gave  testimony which  tended to
support  that of Snow.

Witnesses   for  the parties  also differed over another matter:  how much
of the part of the No.  4 entry  that  the  inspector regarded as dangerous was
actually used by miners.     By  the  end  of  the hearing  it was  clear  that  the
inspector's  concern  did  not   extend   to   the  entire  length of the entry.    He
acknowledged  that  the "worst  part" was  from a heavily timbered section near
the beginning of  the  entry   at   the  belt head  to  a point  200 feet outby the
face  (Tr.  57).    According  to Jordan this  "worst"  area had some spot beams
and  timbers,  as well  as  the bolts  called  for  in the basic plan,  but  it was
clearly unsafe  (Tr.  21,  57-58,  65).     The  first  100 feet  outby the  face he
felt  to be in better condition because  it had had less time to deteriorate,
Respondent's witnesses  did  not  deny that  the  installation of supplemental
supports had proceeded  generally outby to  inby,  but  they nevertheless
maintained that  all  areas  were  adequately supported,

Inspector Jordan was  particularly concerned  that during his
September 11  inspection he  saw miners  inby  the "worst  part" of the roof.
He maintained  that  they could  not have  passed  through  the No,  5 entry
because  it was blocked by  a previous  fall,   (Entries 5 and 6 parallel No.
4.)    He  also maintained  that   the No.  4 entry provided  the only means of
entry and exit because No,  6 entry was  also blocked,  and  that No. 4 was  the
only designated escapeway.    Respondent's witness countered these assertions
through  testimony that  CF&I had  properly designated entry No. 6 as  an



1779 had a better
